The growth of 'globalization studies' in the social sciences has done little to undermine the term's seemingly essential elasticity. Many academic debates about the veracity of the globalization hypothesis often struggle around meanings of 'globalization', yet the concept also possesses a 'real world' policy presence. There is evident need, therefore, for the more research on the development and uses of knowledge about globalization -to reflect, in other words, upon the subjective dimensions of processes that are said to be transforming the policy-making environment. This paper positions itself as a contribution to this academic manoeuvre and commences with a discussion of globalization as discourse and considers some problems for theory and method that follow. The second part of the argument offers some preliminary reflections on studying the European Commission as a venue for the discursive dimensions of globalization. The purpose of this discussion is (a) to map the development of ideas about globalization as used within the segmented policy-making structure of the Commission and (b) to dissect the forms of knowledge about 'globalization' that are present. In particular, the paper focuses on the distinct ways in which common narratives about a rapidly changing global context are used in terms of agenda setting. At the heart of the paper is the analysis of the proposition that discourses of globalization provide useful ideational ammunition for those seeking to legitimate moves towards European-level economic governance. The purpose of this discussion is (a) to map the development of ideas about globalization as used within the segmented policy-making structure of the Commission and (b) to dissect the forms of knowledge about 'globalization' that are present.
Introduction
With globalization studies burgeoning, it is interesting to observe how often the concept is bemoaned for being imprecise, elastic, hyperbolic and confusing. Perhaps this general sense of unease has something to do with the fact that the concept of 'globalization' is not the sole property of the academy, but is alive in the 'real world' as a staple item of everyday discourse.
'Academic' concepts do not normally migrate easily into the vocabulary of everyday life. Thus there was a media outcry in Britain a few years ago when the (then) shadow chancellor Gordon Brown talked about 'endogenous growth theory' in a speech on economic policy. 1 Yet no one raises an eyebrow when Brown or Tony Blair talk about 'globalization'. Thinking a little more analytically, students of International Relations have worked with the concept of 'anarchy' for many years. Yet anarchy is not a concept used especially in the world of international diplomacy or the public discourses that surround it. So we may be able to observe the social construction of international politics in ways that confirm the reproduction of something that we have labelled 'anarchy' 2 , but the latter is a term that we reserve to describe the world that we investigate. The difference with globalization is that we (as recipients) know what this signifier means, but we (as scholars) are perhaps more confused. Globalization is everywhereor so we are told. And that is the problem! This is why the study of discourses of globalization is so important. In a way this constitutes recognition that the power of globalization is derived precisely from its conceptual elasticity and under-specification. 3 Also it is a conclusion that follows from the observation that the ways in which 'globalization' is used in the policy, journalistic and corporate communities often differs markedly from the nuanced understandings developed across a range of disciplines. 4 At the same time though, many academic commentaries on globalizationparticularly in business studies, international economics and mainstream IPE -also appear to converge for the most part upon a common economistic conception of the term.
All of this raises many profound questions about, for example, the relationship between academic and other knowledges about globalization and indeed whether such a distinction is 1 G. Brown MP, speech to the conference on 'New Policies for the Global Economy', 26 September 1994. On endogenous growth theory see N. Craft 'Post Neoclassical Endogenous Growth Theory', Oxford Review of Economic Policy 12(2), (1996) . Thanks to Andrew Gamble and Colin Hay for guidance on this point. 2 A. Wendt 'Anarchy is what states make of it: the social construction of power politics', International Organization 46(2), (1992) 3 One analogy here might be ' the national interest '. valid. There are also interesting stories to uncover about the genealogy of globalization as a concept, how knowledge about globalization is acquired and dissipated, the ways in which it travels between distinct domains of human action and the power of particular understandings of the term.
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While locating itself within these broader questions, this paper has rather more modest and preliminary objectives. It begins by reflecting a little further on the treatment of globalization as discourse. Its empirical agenda is concerned with one particular site in which 'globalization' is the subject of intensive discursive practice -the European Commission. This part of the paper discusses some preliminary findings, but is really concerned with unbottling some issues that might inform further research.
Globalization as discourse
Globalization is normally construed in terms of an ongoing process that is impacting upon This also alerts us to the significance of academic debates about globalization. As suggested above, at one level they are about veracity, objectivity and situating globalization historically.
At another level, they are struggle over the meaning of the term and thus the implications for structure and agency that follow.
A couple of recent examples should help to underline this point. One of the most significant and discussed books on globalization has been Paul Hirst and Grahame Thompson's Globalization in Question. 21 The book is most notable for its overall scepticism about the claims made by the strong, 'borderless world' globalization hypothesis. 22 With their redefinition of the world economy as internationalized rather than globalized, Hirst and
Thompson are able to reinstate the case for (social democratic) national political agency as decidedly possible, even within a relatively fluid and turbulent economic environment. The point to make here is that there are clear issues to do with the sociology of knowledge in the social sciences. 30 At first sight this seems to be about the ways in which an arriviste idea of economic globalization has vulgarized discussion of globalization in the political sciences.
Perhaps also it intimates that it is this kind of knowledge about globalization (i.e. defined economically as either process or strategy and bound up with neoliberalism, capital mobility and transnational production) that has been taken up by the policy world broadly defined. Yet it seems to be equally possible that the concept first arose in business circles where its connotation was, of course, inherently economic.
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A self-evident imperative is for more work to be done on these deep sociology of knowledge questions about 'globalization' given that there is so much at issue in the manufacture of knowledge about the concept. This organization of meaning is an exercise in power that helps to validate particular knowledgeable conceptions of reality (at the expense of others) and thereby situates actors in relation both to one another and to their structural environment. 34 The study of discourse in this sense is about understanding the way in which actors develop and draw upon 'interpretative schemes and shared worlds of meaning in the reproduction of discursive structures of signification and legitimation'. 35 In other words, the analysis of discourse becomes the analysis of processes of social construction that define the context and possibilities for human action.
The focus on discourse requires a concentration on knowledge, both in terms of the ways in which dominant forms of knowledge become hegemonic and the ways in which those forms of knowledge are used to create structures of signification and the rules of the possible that follow.
At the core of discourse analysis is a concern with power and its exercise. By placing emphasis upon structures of signification, dominant forms of knowledge and the world of discursive practice, the aim is to show that authority is not only exercised through material capability, but also through ideational means. It is one way of challenging crude rationalist reasoning that evaluates the capabilities of actors from an 'objective' reading off of their material conditions. But there are at least two pathways from this point. For simplification these might be called the 'strategic' and 'reflexive' pathways. The question here is whether actors knowingly and strategically seek to construct the world in ways consistent with their interests. Are they, in other words, exogenous to the discourse? Thus, in the strategic variant of globalization discourse, the argument would be that powerful actors use the powerful idea globalization's 'logic of no alternative' to advance their interested pursuit of neo-liberal policy logic. As Grahame Thompson puts it, the power of the 'strong globalization thesis…leads to What unites these two accounts is an emphasis on the strategic relationship between interests, discourses and behaviour (and indeed the separation of these as distinct categories). Gill's globalizing elites seek to define a 'common sense' in relation to the global macro-economy from which certain policy inevitabilities follow. The analytical point is that the strategic deployment of these discourses matters, not simply because they mask real (radical) alternatives to disciplinary neoliberalism, but because they will help to contribute to a world fashioned in the image of those discourses.
This raises the second pathway for the study of globalization discourses, labelled here the 'reflexive pathway'. Here the spread of the discourse itself alters the a priori ideas and perceptions which people have of the empirical phenomena which they encounter; in so doing, it engenders strategies and tactics which in turn may restructure the game itself. With the erosion of old axioms, what follows might be called paradigmatic selection. And in this process, the concept of globalization increasingly shapes the terms of the debate.
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At one level, the deployment of discourses may serve particular identified ends and the long run aspiration of these ends may not involve neoliberal globalisation. But there is more to this argument than a quasi-historical institutionalist claim about unintended consequences (though that does have undoubted mileage). It is about the relationship between the way we describe the world and the world that we describe. The reflexive pathway invites us to think about how the spread of intersubjective understandings alters both cognitive and material reality (and indeed problematizes the separation of the cognitive ant the material). It may be that
'globalization is what we make of it', but not in the strategic way that Kathleen McNamara seems to deploy that phrase. 43 Rather the social construction of market imperatives contributes to the realisation of those market imperatives and to the altered 'globalizing' behaviour of various actors.
The European Commission as a venue for discursive practice
The European Commission is an unusual body. It was designed to be a largely technocratic institution, imparting a non-nationalistic, community-wide focus to policy-making in the precursors of the European Union. Its primary institutional purpose is to be the initiator of legislation (while working within the boundaries set by the treaties). This ascribes to the Commission an entrepreneurial role, but in terms of day to day practice the Commission Directorates General (DGs) and services are engaged in highly technical, regulatory issues, often in consultation with various client groups and knowledge suppliers. 
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Michelle Cini's discussion identifies four conceptions of Commission interest that seem to be inscribed on its institutional purpose. It is, firstly the 'conscience' of the EU. Secondly, it possesses a teleological role as an advocate of European integration as a destination (rather than as an ongoing process). Thirdly, the Commission contains a set of specific sectoral interests that are embodied in its segmented DG structure. This creates the basis for a set of games internal to the Commission Finally, as a bureaucratic actor, the Commission has an inherent interest in preserving and advancing its own policy competence. 46 In a way these four interests were embedded at the moment of institutional design and provide the parameters within which the Commission as an agent or a set of agents must operate. 47 Given this institutional inscription, it is not surprising to find that the Commission engages in the (semi-public) justification of its actions. But as Thomas Diez notes in his discussion of discourse approaches to European integration policy in the member-states, these interventions (like most publicly authoritative utterances in Western societies) are rule-bound. Such rules 'define the kind of articulations that can legitimately be made, and the sort of relations that they may propose. On one level, they determine the overall argumentative structure of the articulations. On a more concrete level, they proscribe the kinds of relations that can possibly be drawn between various elements'. European states for much of the twentieth century. Secondly, both areas were given EU-level expression, but in a highly circumscribed manner. Thus, the 'Europeanization' of these policy areas requires their discursive construction as legitimate areas of concern for EU governance.
This in turn seems to necessitate the development of narratives about altered circumstances and the need for new conceptions of 'what is' social or tax policy.
The Commission and globalization: some preliminary remarks
Studying discourses of globalization within the Commission has a slightly different flavour, even though some of the dynamics described above seem pertinent. The most obvious point to make here is that unlike the two examples discussed above, 'globalization' does not, of course, constitute a (formal) policy domain in its own right. There is no DG formally charged with the issue and globalization has potentially serious implications for all areas where policy competence is held at the EU level. This generates three expectations. The first is that 'globalization' might be invoked as part of an attempt to either claim the need for the involvement of the Commission or redefine the scope of a policy area. The second expectation is that understandings of 'globalization' might vary within the Commission structure. The third is that detailed research on the meaning, extent and implications of globalization does not go on within the Commission itself.
The preliminary evidence seems to confirm these broad expectations. 54 The discussion of Globalisation, a key element of which is international commerce, facilitated by the liberalisation of trade and investment, is not a zero-sum game where some lose what the others gain. It is to my mind a win-win process, as post-war economic history shows. Europe has profited from it, and will continue to so, provided that it preserves its long term competitiveness, its capacity for innovation, and its social market economy…I know that part of public opinion in Europe focuses more on the risks than the benefits of globalisation. Such opinion is concerned about possible instability, aggression, loss of identity. I do not share these concerns, but we have to take on board these worries and seek to convince our fellow European citizens that the answers lie in the quality of our own internal policies and in progress towards multilateral rules. We must not allow globalisation to become an alibi, or to be seen as a malign influence. 58 This speech is interesting, not only because it makes assertions about a coherent 'Europe'
confronted by global challenges, but also because it confirms a definite move to recognise that various challenges to (economic) globalization have begun to manifest themselves in the European and global political economies. Indeed, towards the end of his tenure, Brittan was arguing regularly that the (Asian) financial crisis that commenced in 1997 was the consequence of not enough globalization rather than too much. 59 So while it seems that there is something of an intersubjective consensus about the broad meaning of globalization, there is considerable variability over time in the way that it is deployed and used.
Conclusions
The study of globalization as discourse or as an intersubjective phenomenon is no longer a rarity, but deeper empirically based research is still very much in its infancy. Venues like the European Commission seem to be good sites for thinking about the discursive strategies of globalizing elites, the formation of discourse coalitions, the status of globalization as knowledge and the conceptions of structure, agency, constraint and opportunity held by the actors themselves. There is still some fuzziness about the extent to which globalization discourses are studied as acts of strategic manipulation or as reflexive encounters between structure and agency. It needs to be understood that these can lead in very different epistemological directions and, therefore, might not constitute propositions that could be tested against one another. On a broader terrain, this kind of work re-emphasizes the futility of drawing boundaries between inside and outside in the study of the EU. The recognition of the discursive aspects of globalization problematizes the idea that global structural change is simply something 'out there' embedded in the logic of markets, which in a sense probematizes one of the core assumptions of the dominant economic liberal narrative of globalization.
